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Abstract 
This paper briefs on an applied research carried out on a group of junior philology graduates. The research is based on two 
interrelated focal points: on the one hand, the concept of ‘good work’ belonging to Howard Gardner, William Damon and Mihaly 
Csikszentmihalyi is a concept the importance of which should be quintessential for every nowadays graduate; on the other hand 
is focuses on the idea of ‘communication’, as we bear in mind the fact that the research subjects are philology graduates whose 
domains inherently relate to and require this competence. By formal education, philologists are supposed to be communicators.  
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1. Introduction 
The idea of making this research emerged as I was reading a book recommended by one of my teachers at the 
master program, namely Howard Gardner, Mihaly Csikszentmihalyi and William Damon’s ‘Good work’. This 
reading came in a moment when I was in a professional crisis, i.e. when I was in a so-called ‘turning-point’, where I 
could have been positively or negatively influenced. While eagerly absorbing the theory of ‘good work’, I realised 
that my colleagues of generation, philologists as well, could also pass through a structuring moment when they 
might struggle to keep their verticality and beliefs, or they might be negatively influenced for the rest of their career.  
Thus, based on the theory of ‘good work’, I came across the idea of investigating the professional life of 
philology graduates, in particular of junior graduates, supposedly granted the license of ‘communicators’ to see not 
only how they deal with ‘good work’, but also how they approach communication. This latter aspect seemed of 
outmost importance, as it intermingles with ‘good work’, due to the fact that the research subjects function as 
communicators and, thus, their occupation is related to how they practice it. Bearing in mind three major 
assumptions, on the one hand, the fact that the subjects of the research have acquired communicative skills during 
their university studies, on the other hand, the fact that the acquisitions of formal education have proved to facilitate 
in the life at the workplace, and, last but not least, the idea that the subjects of the research know what ‘good work’ 
is and apply it, I decided to focus on researching into the provisional professional identity of philology graduates in 
order to attain the following objectives: firstly, to see how they respond to features such as communication and 
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‘good work’; secondly, to see how the research subjects analyse their professional life and if they are aware of what 
turning it takes.  
Moreover, it seemed even more significantly to try to focus my attention on ‘junior workers’, as compared to the 
‘good work’ project where they dealt with senior workers, as I believed they could be the most affected by the 
aggressive forces that exist in work environments, as they enter a domain in ‘difficult times’. If they acquire 
negative memes due to negative forces, their opportunity of doing ‘good work’ will be compromised from the very 
beginning. 
To this point, there are some expressions and concepts that need to be tackled in order to understand as clearly as 
possible the extensions of the research. I will briefly refer to: ‘turning point’, ‘provisional self’, ‘professional 
identity’, ‘education’ and ‘good work’. The ‘turning point’ expression mentioned so far represents a crucial moment 
for the so-called professional identity of an individual. It might be considered a change or a premise for an 
individual entering a profession. My assumption is that a ‘turning point’ occurs at the beginning of an individual’s 
career after one or several experiences and is quintessential for the entire professional life, as it might follow a 
positive or a negative path, and, thus, at the beginning of one’s career is a provisional self most likely to raise 
questions on the appropriateness of its mission, on its objectives, on its principles. The concept of provisional self is 
approached by Hermina Ibarra in a research dealing with image and professional identity. She states that 
professional identity is more adaptable and mutable early in one's career (Ibarra 2000), thus provisional professional 
identity adapts and defines itself until it evolves into full/real professional identity. The latter concept, i.e. the 
professional identity, is built by the changes that occur either consciously or unconsciously, due to an amalgam of 
formal, non-formal and informal education. The concept of education is also relevant as it bridges the provisional 
professional identity into actual professional identity. Last but not least, the concept of the outmost importance for 
this paper is ‘good work’. It stands at the basis of the investigation and should represent a theme of vital interest for 
the contemporary society. ‘Good work’ is something which encompasses many aspects and in no case can be 
understood or defined by only one. Howard Gardner himself describes it in Responsibility at Work (2007:5) as work 
“of excellent technical quality, work that is ethically pursued and socially responsible, and work that is engaging, 
enjoyable, and feels good”. Furthermore, ‘good work’ is also something which is attained along experience and 
which should be craved by any individual entering a profession. In addition, the issue of good work is correlated to 
the contemporary ‘difficult times’. This idea refers to people that succeed or fail to do good work due to the market 
forces. The market becomes an extremely powerful and pervasive entity that more and more searches for greater 
profits altering the sense of time and space in a technologically centered society. People who appreciate ‘good work’ 
and pass through difficult times such as the ones discussed so far should not forget three important aspects that serve 
for adopting ‘good work’, in the case of junior workers, and for keeping up good work, in the case of senior 
workers: the mission, the standards and the identity.  
I would dare to shape the following premise that binds all these concepts into a theoretical framework: a 
provisional self is a junior worker who enters an occupation, comes to a so-called ‘turning point’ when one decides 
what path to follow; if the individual adopts the three principles of ‘good work’, i.e. excellence, ethics and 
engagement, bearing in mind his mission, standards and identity, just then he reaches to a profession. 
How does this premise relate to my research segment? My former colleagues of generation, more specifically 
Romanian-English graduates as myself, were also in the position of junior workers, in the process of being molded. 
What I had in mind was that we could help each other: they can participate in accomplishing this research and I can 
help them analyse their professional life as to be able to uncover a positive meaning and follow ‘good work’. 
Moreover, I felt that by appealing to this peer group, we would have in common more than a specialization, but a 
common idiolect that facilitates communication. The target segment extended as the research evolved, because some 
of the respondents “paid forward” the questionnaire to other philology graduates and so the target segment became 
junior philology graduates. Fifty subjects seemed a representative sample, taking into consideration the fact that my 
year had a bit over sixty graduates. 
Taking into consideration the purpose of the research, the theoretical framework and the target subjects, I had to 
decide upon a methodology. The choice for the research instrument was difficult as I dwelled upon two 
considerations. On the one hand, I was aware of the fact that the target respondents that I selected to conduct the 
research upon could not all be contacted face-to-face, due to the fact that it was either time consuming for them, or 
they were reluctant to such an approach. On the other hand, I felt that by using a less-intrusive method where 
respondents were allowed to answer at their leisure, rather than at the often inconvenient moment they were 
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contacted for a personal interview, more people would be interested in collaborating to the research, and hence I 
appealed to the method of the ‘e-mail questionnaires’. The e-mail questionnaire had two designs, one that was 
created at the beginning of the research to fit the pilot phase, and the other which was adjusted and modified so that 
it could be applied in the main phase of the research. The aim of the questionnaire was to serve as a rigorous 
analytical instrument, both at a ‘comparative level’, by analysing pilot and main-phase responses, and at ‘in-depth 
level’, by analyzing thoroughly the main-phase replies. These being said, the final form of the main phase 
questionnaire was designed and structured as having four major sections, as such: “General Information about the 
Respondent”, “General Information about the Respondent’s Occupation”, “Occupation and Work-field Evaluation”, 
“The Correspondence between Specialization and Occupation”. Correspondingly, each major section was designed 
to have other subdivisions as to be able to obtain insightful and consistent data that could answer the formulated 
research objectives. The final sample of research consisted in three pilot phase questionnaires and forty-nine main 
phase questionnaires.  
2. The findings of the research 
If in the beginning of this paper I motivated how I came to conduct this research, i.e. to help me understand some 
issues related to the professional self and to help others analyse their professional identity, along the unfolding of the 
research I came across very many things, some that I consider good findings and others bad results. I will discuss the 
results of the research as follows: firstly I will briefly relate to the background of the investigation (pre-research 
stage), and then I will try to respond the research objectives (corpus based analysis).  
The starting point of analyzing the research data was the background itself, meaning the number of participants to 
the research. Herein I found the idea of ‘active’ vs. ‘inactive’ subjects, because of the fact that from one hundred 
possible subjects, only forty-nine responded to the survey, this means that 51% did not get involved. I had great 
expectations from some of these non-involved subjects as I assumed they were good-communicators (as they were 
philology graduates, allegedly specialists in communication, but also students attending a master in communication) 
and good-workers (the graduation marks of some of the inactive subjects were very high). Involvement is one of the 
three constituents of this concept! Continuing the research, I started noticing how ‘active’ subjects respond to 
features such as ‘communication’ and ‘good work’. At this point I also encountered surprises and obstacles, because 
the collecting-data process was at the subject’s willingness to respond and this implied many appeals for 
participating in the survey. The surprises were that some subjects had an excellent timing response by handing in the 
questionnaire very rapidly. The obstacles consisted in the fact that the process of collecting data extended very 
much, as I did not have a representative sample and had to make ‘more appeals’. Only after the fourth appeal did 
some subjects respond to the questionnaire.  
Further on, when I started analysing the research data, I encountered other issues. I noticed that the subjects 
started differentiating themselves, as far as approach and beliefs are concerned, and this helped me answer to the 
first research objective: “How do the research subjects respond to features such as communication and good work?” 
As far as approach is concerned, which I could associate to the feature of communication, there were two 
contrasting types of attitudes in answering. On the one hand, during form analysis, I came across ‘fast-food replies’ 
resembling microwave recipes due to their briefness. Nevertheless, ‘brief’ must not be interpreted here as concise, 
but rather as short and careless, and a ‘fast-food reply’ as “you swallow it and go”. Their answers were that fast and 
condensed that they need not say anything else. One example of such reply was: “teacher” (an answer to the 
question “What does your activity consist of?”). Even if seems obvious what a teacher’s job presupposes, this does 
not mean that they had to give ‘pill’- like answers, or replies that were based on the assumption that others knew 
what they were referring to. I would add that making assumptions in communication is, most often, one of the most 
perilous approaches, in view of the fact that this pattern of answering might indicate not only communication or 
understanding problems, but also the same skimming or lackadaisical approach in performing their job. On the other 
hand, at content analysis, I encountered answers that provided a little more insight into their activity and occupation, 
and, I would say that these emphasized a better ‘recipe of understanding’. This type of approach was characteristic 
to very few and showed involved subjects who took the time to scrutinize the question and come with an appropriate 
meaningful answer. 
I could also observe the subject’s approach to the questionnaire, as literally tracing to involvement/non-
involvement/pseudo-involvement, in what concerns the percentage of non-answering. In this case, I connected 
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approach with ‘good work’. Paradoxically, even if their given replies showed preoccupation to positive values such 
as quality, involvement, good communication, the number of cases that did not give any comment reached the figure 
of 31%. In spite of the fact that I could not judge the righteousness and the truthfulness of their answers, what I 
could do to see if they get involved was noticing their approach and the increasing percentage of ‘no responses 
given’. This finding of ‘lack of interest’ was an actual evidence of ‘non-involvement’, hence ‘irresponsible work’.  
In so far as the subjects’ beliefs are concerned, I noticed a general dissatisfaction to the reward system. The major 
part of the respondents indicated discontentment to the material rewards. The subjects’ comments showed that even 
if spiritual rewards are intrinsic to their job and most of them appreciate that and emphasize it as their reason for 
being a teacher (or for remaining a teacher), they also expect material rewards, being somewhat discouraged by this 
fact. This finding stating the subjects’ dissatisfaction to the reward system (subjects who are mainly teachers, 
activating in the educational system) may be understood as an influence of the nowadays prevailing materialism in 
the private system; more and more firms or companies encourage gigantic salaries in order to attain their objectives 
and have large turnovers, creating a precipice between private system rewards and the public system rewards. As the 
good work schema illustrated, ‘the reward system’ is a very important category in the alignment called ‘good work’, 
as it co-determines the path of the ‘individual worker’ or ‘domain’. If workers are dissatisfied by the material aspect, 
this will inherently influence their job performance and their role in the social system, and thus the premises of 
doing ‘good work’.  
Another important finding to this research was a subject’s belief in ‘non-ethical work’. A subject who filled in 
only three questions out of fifteen handed in the questionnaire by saying “you may complete the rest, I trust you”. At 
first I was shocked by this preposterous situation. Under no circumstances did I imagine that I might encounter such 
a proposition or that this particular subject of whom I had a better opinion would suggest something like this. I 
realized that I should comprise this subject’s questionnaire, as it showed not only ‘compromised and irresponsible 
work’ but also a severe deficiency in standards, namely in ethics. This was not only a bad example of doing work, 
but also an evidence of the lack of the ‘ethical mind’, as Gardner would evince in Five Minds for the Future (2007), 
in view of the fact that the ‘good work’ premises are annulled. 
I could also observe the subject’s beliefs in what concerns the values encouraged by their workplaces. This issue  
was significant as it focused on the values of informal education, which dealt with everyday experience whereby 
every individual acquired attitudes, skills, principles or knowledge. This type of education was acquired from the 
environment, i.e. family, friends, neighbours, workplace, market place, library or mass media. Here, I wanted to see 
what the environment encouraged or practised and how the subjects related to this issue. The results have shown that 
both the workplace and the subjects mostly encourage ‘quality’, even if there are also cases (but not few) where the 
workplaces intermingle quantity and quality with emphasis on quantity. Additionally, there are eleven cases of 
subjects that deeply analysed the importance of both quantity and quality and decided to follow them but with 
balance. The results have also shown that most workplaces seem to encourage ‘involvement’ just as most workers 
appear to encourage it. The relation between what the system demands, i.e. engagement, and the allegedly practiced 
involvement of the subjects, is conditioned by the relation between material and spiritual rewards. Here, most of the 
subjects’ workplaces encourage ‘spiritual rewards’. Given the fact that the majority of respondents work in the 
educational system, this is a good thing and some subjects see it this way. Others declare that there should also be 
encouraged ‘material rewards’. And this I see it as a condition to their engagement and to ‘good work’. Moreover, 
even though the results have shown that 80% of the workplaces practice ‘good communication’, the subjects’ 
comments showed that the related good-communication cases brought an insight on the co-determiners of pleasant 
environment and conditions to good communication. The criterion of “homogeneity”, especially of age, was a 
recurrent argument for good-communication. Conversely, the “heterogeneity” criterion evinced the causative 
situations of ‘partial understanding’ or ‘discord’: age heterogeneity (younger colleague-older colleague); status 
heterogeneity (colleague-director; teacher-schoolmistress). One might understand why quality, involvement and the 
reward system are quintessential to ‘good work’, but not the role of ‘good communication’. My opinion is that ‘good 
work’ is bound by the interaction with other factors: colleagues, directors, students, parents in the case of teachers; 
communication with the collective of workers as team-work in the case of subjects working in the private system. 
Hence, the idea that communication is both intrinsic and extrinsic to education. 
Given this closure between communication and good work, I want to evince two ideas found in the research 
analysis. Firstly, the subjects’ replies to different questions showed that their job is very much related to 
communication and communicative factors and depends on it. Most of them are in fact ‘communicators’. Secondly, 
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bearing in mind the former idea that most of the subjects’ occupations imply communication and they are thus 
inherently compelled to assume the roles of ‘communicators’, it was also important to see to what extent the training 
acquired during their formal studies helps them in the field of communication. Twenty-five subjects were content by 
their training in communications and twenty-four subjects were partially or totally unsatisfied. In order to interpret 
these results I questioned “What is communication?” and “What do the subjects understand by this term?”. The 
former category of subjects understood the term as ‘notions’, ‘knowledge’, ‘theory’ and the latter interpreted 
communication as ‘interaction’, ‘ability’, ‘practice’. Thus the finding was that many subjects, whose jobs 
presuppose communicator roles, do not know what communication is.  
Taking into consideration all the findings that trace to the first research objective, namely “How do the research 
subjects respond to features such as communication and good work?”, it is important to emphasize the fact that even 
though I tried to delineate the results according to a single feature, some findings similarly encompass 
communication and ‘good work’. This closure suggests not only that the two focal points are interrelated, but also 
that good communication is good work, and vice-versa. 
Last but not least, I would like to evince and respond to the second research objective, “How do the research 
subjects analyse their professional life? Are they aware of what turning it takes? Why should they do this?”. In so 
far as answering to justifying their occupational choice is concerned I found three types of professional identities: 
authentic professional identity, provisional professional identity and complacent professional identity. The first type, 
I would say, is the authentic professional identity, as the most optimistic respondents said the reason for having their 
occupation is ‘pleasure’/ ‘passion’, or because it is what they had dreamed of (since childhood, since high-school, 
since faculty). Some other grounds for choice were ‘the feeling for a path’, ‘the feeling of helping the other’. This 
type of motivation is very important as it reveals the likeliness to enjoy what you practice due to ‘passion’ and also 
the idea of finding a mission if you know what the right path is. As compared to these former subjects, some others 
evinced that their reason for choosing the occupation was a causative factor of their preparation in that field (or 
because they took it as a test). These types of subjects do not clearly have a professional path and integrate in the 
category of provisional professional selves, but who are likely to manage very well given their preparation, and 
perhaps they will start consider it a ‘passion’, or conversely turn to something else where they will find ‘the 
pleasure’. Notwithstanding these arguments, there were also subjects whose cases traced to ‘complacency’ and 
complacent professional identity (they simply corresponded to a certain job, or they lacked other alternative), cases 
where respondents chose the occupation because the title “sounded interesting”. These kinds of subjects worried me 
the most, as conformism and complacency are threatening factors to the premises of doing ‘good work’. 
3. Conclusions 
Considering all the findings presented so far and, more specifically, the two ideas - “Communication is both 
intrinsic and extrinsic to formal education” and “good work is good communication”- I would ask: Is this a turning-
point for communicators? Indeed, it is a crucial moment for communicators, for teachers in particular, as they 
should seek ‘good work’ themselves in order to educate children to do so. Now is the time when the foundations for 
‘good work’ and ‘bad work’ begin to take shape. Now their professional identity reaches a ‘turning-point’ form 
where it follows a certain path. And now they have to choose their ‘approach’ and ‘beliefs’: quality or quantity (or 
even both!), involvement or non-involvement, spiritual or material rewards, efficient or authentic communication 
and pseudo-communication. I finish this paper by asking: Who is responsible for leading them the good path? Who 
is responsible towards educating ‘good work’? 
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